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The Honorable William Donald Schaefer, Governor
The Honorable Thomas V. Miller, Jr., President of the Senate
The Honorable R. Clayton Mitchell, Jr., Speaker of the House

Gentlemen:

We are pleased to submit the Fiscal Year 1989 Annual Report of the
Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation. In the twelfth year of
our program, we continue to experience strong support in the agricultural
comnunity towards our efforts to save and preserve some of Maryland's finest
farmland. In the past year, the total acreage enrolled in agricultural
districts increased by 18,385 acres. This represents a 12% increase over the
previous year and, to date, brings the grand total up to 169,709 acres
enrolled in our program, :

The amount of acreage that is permanently preserved as a result of the
Foundation's purchase of development rights easements increased by 9,992 acres
in FY '89, representing a 14% growth rate over the previous year. By the end
of FY '89, the Foundation has under contract and settled on a grand total of :
534 easements consisting of 79,480 acres, perpetually preserved. The total ’ \
number of district and easement acres acquired by the Maryland Agricultural !
Land Preservation Foundation truly makes this the most successful program of
its kind in the nation.

Although participation has increased 10-12% each year, Maryland has
unfortunately lost far more agricultural acres than it has saved. Our mission
is to preserve enough of Maryland's productive farmland +to perpetually
maintain a viable agricultural industry for the present and future citizens of
the State, while controlling urban expansion which is consuming agricultural
land at an unprecedented rate. Your continued strong support allows us to
challenge the future where land use issues grow ever more critical.
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MARYLAND AGRICULTURAL LAND PRESERVATION FOUNDATION
FISCAL YEAR 1989 ANNUAL REPORT

REVIEW OF PROGRESS
GROWTH IN THE PROGRAM

One measure of the health of the Agricultural Land Preservation Program is the
continuing establishment of new agricultural preservation districts. Properties in
district status provide a pool of potential easement applicants. During FY '89, a 12%
increase in the acreage base was achieved as 136 new agricultural preservation
districts were established providing protection to 18,385 acres. During the same time
period, however, the program lost 5,219 acres due to district terminations, 1lot
exclusions and acreage adjustments. These adjustments reflect a 3% decrease in acres
which is down from last years 4% reduction. By the end of FY '89, the Foundation had
enrolled a total of 1,155 districts in the program, protecting 164,490 acres.

. The number of development rights easements purchased by the Foundation slowed
slightly in FY '89, but was very comparable to the total number of acres acquired in
FY 188, After settlement, 69 new easement properties will add 9,987 acres of
permanently preserved agricultural land, a 14% increase over last year's total acreage
base. The program now totals 534 easement properties providing perpetual protection
to 79,482 acres. This retires 48% of the current pool of total district acreage.

The FY '89 FEasement Acquisition Program cost $11.9 million, of which $11.4
million, or 95%, was State funds and $0.5 million, or 5%, was county funds. The
_average acquisition cost for FY '89 rose significantly to $1,189 per acre, while last
year's average was $800 per acre. This increase of $397 more per acre over last
year's figure is expected to attract more participation in the program for FY '90. The
current historic average acquisition cost increased from $806 in FY '88 to $853 in
FY '89. Current land use figures for the total acreage base in the program are 63%
cropland, 13% pasture, 21% woodland and 3% other uses. '

Soil conservation plans are in effect on 63% of existing districts. Since
FY '85, a criterion has been in effect that requires a soil conservation plan to be
developed in order to be eligible to submit an easement application to the Foundation.
To date, 138 districts which 'did not have soil conservation plans prior to district
establishment had plans developed as a result of this requirement. Furthermore, since
FY '85, landowners who sell their development rights easements, are required to follow
the recommendations stated in their soil conservation plans and install necessary Best
Management Practices (BMP's) according to the plan's schedule of implementation,




PROGRAM ISSUES 1IN FY '89:

ACCELERATING THE PROGRAM PROCESS

Maryland Department of Agriculture Secretary Wayne A. Cawley, Jr., Deputy
Secretary Robert L. Walker and representatives of the Foundation and the Department of
General Services met with Governor William Donald Schaefer in the summer of 1988 to
make a presentation of the Agricultural Land Preservation Program and to review its
progress. Governor Schaefer indicated his strong support for the program but stressed
his interest in accelerating the program process from the submission of easement
applications through easement settlement.

A task force of the Departments of Agriculture and General Services analyzed the
program for ways to improve efficiency, accelerate the process and solve some.
perennial problems without sacrificing the integrity of the program. It offered to
the Foundation and the Secretary four proposed legislative bills which were approved
and submitted as departmental legislation. The bills, described below, addressed the
following issues: (1) the creation of two separate easement offer cycles in a year
instead of one; (2) the creation of a new "fast track" option for easement sale; (3) a
proposal to restructure the arbitration process; and, (4) a time saving measure for
the processing of approvals for lot creation after easement purchase.

Only the offer cycle bill and lot approval bill were approved by the General
Assembly and went into effect on July 1, 1989. The Department of Agriculture and thel }
Foundation have continued an on-going evaluation of the program for improvements.

LEGISLATION

The General Assembly passed House Bill 751, entitled "Maryland Agricultural Land
Preservation Foundation Easement Offers", This bill would allow the Foundation to
operate two separate easement offer cycles in a year instead of one. Application
deadlines were established for July 1 and January 1 of each year and would overlap,
such that applications for the second offer cycle would be accepted, while easement
offers for the first offer cycle were being made.

In order to allow the compression of two offer cycles in the same time frame that
it would normally take during the traditional annual offer cycle, two measures were.
put into place. One would allow the Foundation to establish the maximum number of
applications accepted during any one offer cycle, which would ensure that they could
be handled with peak efficiency, The other measure would allow the Department of
General Services to order appraisals as soon as the Foundation compiled this list of
applications, rather than wait for formal count& approval. Appraisals that were
ordered for applications and subsequently rejected by a county, would be cancelled
and a set cancellation fee would be paid to the appraiser. This measure will save
60-90 days per offer cycle.

.




It is anticipated that the average range of time from application deadline to
easement settlement will be 9-14 months, .a significant reduction from the previous

" average of 12-18 months. Landowners who miss an application deadline will only have

to wait six months, rather than a year in the traditional program. The collective
total of easement offers that could be made in two offer cycles, will significantly
increase the average offer totals of previous years. ' '

House Bill 759 was proposed by the Department to create a "minimum value option".
A determination of a basement value, to be set by region with prior approval by the
Board of Public Works, would present the minimum amount per acre that the Foundation
would offer for any qualified district in the region. Any landowner, who would accept
the minimum value, could immediately proceed to settlement after the establishment of
his/her district. Minimum value purchases would be funded only if a surplus of funds
remained after the conclusion of offers in the regular easement program. Applications
for this minimum value would be accepted on a first come-first served basis. It was
anticipated that most of the interest in this option would be generated in the more
rural parts of the State. It was thought that this would assist in establishing a
significant presence of preserved agricultural land, before development pressure was a
serious competitive force. For landowners in financial difficulties, this would be
the "fast track" option that could provide cash within three months of district
establishment. However, the bill was killed in committee.

House Bill 76 was passed by the General Assembly and allowed the lot approval
process to be streamlined. After an easement is purchased, the original easement
seller has the right to create lots for himself and his children at a density of one
lot per 20 acres, or a portion thereof, with a maximum of 10 lots per property. The
process from the landowner's request to official creation of the lot required: county
approval; Foundation approval; the acquisition of a survey; the reimbursement of the
easement payment for the lot; approval by the Board of Public Works; and, - recordation
of documents in the land records. In. the past years, this process took an average of
3-6 months to complete. The right to create lots is clearly defined in the law and is
a routine matter. This bill removes the necessity of submitfing each lot request to
the Board of Public Works, reducing the process to an estimated average of 1 1/2-3
months. -

House Bill 291 proposed a restructuring of the current arbitration process.
Landowners who were not satisfied with the easement offers that were made, based on
appraisals conducted by the State, could file for a determination of value before the
county property tax assessment appeals board. The decision could be appealed by
either party to the Maryland Tax Court, however, the final approval of an easement
offer, based on arbitration, is made by the Board of Public Works. The State
perceived a problem in this process because decisions by the individual local appeals
boards were not always uniform across the State in their approach to the determination
of wvalues. The bill would create one Appraisal Review Board to hear all cases
statewide. Board members would be professional appraisers, qualified to perform
appraisals for the program and representatives of the:agricultural community. House
Bill 291 was killed in committee.
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House Bill 1359 was passed and provided an exception to the maximum lot size of
one acre. For any easement property located within 2,500 feet of the normal water
level of an existing or proposed water supply reservoir, two acre lots will be created
for easement owners or their children. This exception resolves a conflict between the
program and regulations adopted by the Department of the Environment.

House Bill 1385 was passed and changes the process in the collection of
agricultural transfer tax. Previously, counties retained one third of the local
agriculture transfer tax and sent two thirds to the Comptroller for deposit in the
Agricultural Land Preservation Fund. (Montgomery County retains two thirds and
submits one third to the Comptroller.) If a county does not commit or expend 1its
retained share of revenue on agriculture preservation within three years, it was
collected by the State and placed in a special account, for use only in the county of
origin. If it could not be spent in the county of origin within five years after
. being placed in the special account, the funds would then be -absorbed by the
Agricultural Preservation Fund. House Bill 1385 now allows a county government to
decide whether to submit the unexpended -three year old local shares of agricultural
transfer tax to the special account, or, to transfer the revenue to the county's
Program Open Space account. This -money will then be used for the acquisition of
woodland or purchase of agricultural easements for recreation and open space purposes.

ACREAGE REDUCTION - Page 13

The table showing acreage reductions in districts or easement properties lists
the five factors that would result in an adjustment of the program's acreage base. The
routine exclusion of one acre building lots for original owners and/or their children
totalled 10.8 easement acres. Acres excluded for-building lots, to date, total 45.9
easement acres, .

Since 1982, it has been a requirement.that, when new lots are created on lands
where the Foundation has purchased a development rights easement, the landowner must
pay back the per acre value of the easement offer. A payback is not required on
easements purchased prior to 1982, or for lots surrounding dwellings’ which existed at
the time of settlement. The landowner "is not compensated for the one acre area
surrounding each. dwelling that was in existence at the time of easement purchase,
although the easement restrictions are placed in force on the total property acreage.
The total payback amount collected during FY '89 was $7,883.51, which brings the
total, to date, to $25,251.22. Land in districts or easements which is directly
impacted by publlc benefit such as improvements of roads bridges or culverts is
excluded when requested by county governments. Only 4. 89 acres were excluded in
FY '89, however, no payback was required as this reduction was on district, and not
easement, property. To “date, 17.69 acres have been excluded for such public’
improvements with a total payback of $1,549.04, )




The most significant: acreage reduction factor in FY '89 was the termination of
districts. Four districts and a portion of two others, totalling 735.965 acres, were
terminated before the normally required five year period due to severe economic
hardship. Twenty nine districts, totalling 4,394.541 acres, terminated after the
minimum five year period. To date, a total of 88 districts covering 15,088.81 acres
have been terminated, 8% of the gross total acreage base in district status. The
gross total acreage base is the current district acreage plus terminated acreage.

In the easement settlement process, acreage adjustments are often made after a
title search is performed. The verification of acreage through research of ownership
including out-conveyances and surveys, if necessary, may total a different amount than
that shown on the district agreement. Although such adjustments are more often
reductions, there are sometimes increases in acreage. The net loss in FY '89 was 73.1
acres which brings the total, to date, to 515.4 acres.

Acreage reductions from all sources total 5,219.3 acres for FY '89, To date,
total acreage reductions from all sources total 15,6835 acres. Adjustments to the
district acreage base for FY '89 are shown on the FY '89 District Participation Table
on page 14, Adjustments to easement acreage is shown on the FY '89 Easement
Participation Table on page 16 for lot exclusions and public benefit, such as road
improvements. Adjustments from deeds are reflected in the Historic Perspective Table
on page 18. -

FY '89 DISTRICT PARTICIPATION - Page 14

The Foundation approved the establishment of 136 agricultural preservation
districts protecting 18,385 acres in FY '89. The new acreage provided a 12% increase
to last year's total of 151,324 acres. After acreage adjustments, a new total of
1,155 districts protecting 164,490 acres are enrolled in the program. The average
farm size of the new FY '89 districts was 135 acres, down from the FY '88 average of

139 acres. By comparison, the average farm size of all districts was 142 acres, down

from last year's average of all districts of 1Uli acres.

In comparing individual counties, Carroll County still leads the State in
district acreage, representing 18% of the total statewide participation, with Caroline
County as a close second with 15.1% of the total acreage. The 37 new districts
established in Carroll County in FY '89 shows more new growth than any other county
for the year, as measured by the number of landowners. Carroll County also had the
largest acreage gain in the State with 4,535 acres, followed by Caroline County with
4,155 acres. Substantial increases were also made in Baltimore, Charles, Queen
Anne's, Somerset, Washington and Wicomico Counties.




On a regional perspective, all regions are growing. The most growth is in the
Upper Shore Region, adding 5,623 acres in FY '89 and gaining 1% of the State total,ﬂ?
while the Central Region declined by about the same amount, Modest gains were made in 7%
the Lower Shore Regions while the Southern and Western Region declined slightly.
Clearly, the majority of the farmland that was entered into the State's program in ]
FY '89 was from the Eastern Shore. See page 7 for the regional analysis of district

participation.

In addition to. the growth by region and individual county, the program benefits
by the establishment and growth of preservation areas, which is defined as the total
amount of contiguous land under district agreement. The greater the "critical mass"
of preserved agricultural land, the greater the insulation against development
pressure. Preservation areas of significant size can also be instrumental in the
retention of agricultural suppliers and services in the vieinity, as well as !
sustaining a sense of a traditional agricultural community and rural atmosphere. In
this voluntary program, the growth of preservation areas also indicates the
effectiveness of "word of mouth" advertising in the agricultural community as some
farmers in an area wait to see how their neighbors fared in the program before they
themselves sign up to join. Gains made with this type of growth indicate that farmers
continue to perceive it to be a successful program for their purposes.

The largest preservation area in the State is in Carroll County, known as the
"Uniontown Preservation Area" consisting of 11 easement and 13 district properties,
covering 3,012 contiguous acres. In addition to this area, Carroll County also has
one other preservation area exceeding 2,500 contiguous acres. Talbot County has a
preservation area which exceeds 2,000 acres consisting of 1 easement and 7 district}
properties, unchanged from FY '86. There are 23 preservation areas that are between °
1,000 and 2,000 acres each, 9 more than FY '88 and 12 more than FY '87. There are 61
preservation areas that are between 500 and 1,000 acres, 14 more than FY '88 and 17
more than FY '87. ' '
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REGION

FY '86

FY '87

REGIONAL ANALYSIS:
PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL DISTRICT ACREAGE

FY '88

FY '89

WESTERN:
Garrett
Allegany
Washington
Frederick

CENTRAL:
‘Carroll
Baltimore
Harford
Montgomery
Howard

SOUTHERN:

Anne Arundel

St. Mary's
Calvert
Charles

16.4%
20,391 acres

Uy 7%
55,486 acres

12.5%
15,545 acres

Prince George's

UPPER SHORE:

Queen Anne's

Talbot
Cecil
Kent
Caroline

LOWER SHORE:
Dorchester
Wicomico
Worcester
Somerset

TOTAL ACREAGE

24.3%
30,202 acres

2.1%
2,548 acres

124,172 acres

15.4%
22,020 acres

41.5%

59,152 acres

11.6%
16,511 acres

29.5%
42,028 acres

2.0%
2,819 acres

14.8%
22,467 acres

39.4%
59,619 acres

12.1%
18,335 acres

31.5%
47,629 acres

‘ 2.2%
3,273 acres

142,530 acres 151,3240 acres

14.1%
23,269 acres

39.3%
64,691 acres

11.4%
18,728 acres

32.4%
53,252 acres

2.8%
4,550 acres

164,490 acres -




FY '89 CERTIFICATION REPORT - Page 15

The report shows the Certified Agricultural Land Preservation Fund with whi
FY '89 easement offers were made. The FY '88 certification amount of $12.9 milli
left a balance of approximately $5.8 million in late rejected offers and surpl
funds. The offer process must end by the end of the fiscal year.

Approximately $10 million in the Fund's share of ‘agricultural transfer tax
shown as "FY '88 Net Revenue" because it was generated during FY '88, 1le
administrative overhead, and available for use in FY '89. The "FY '88 Unexpend
Three-Year-0ld County Agricultural Transfer Tax" totalling nearly $523,000
allocated to special accounts. These accounts are to be applied towards easenme:
acquisitions in the county of origin, after a county's local share of agricultur
transfer tax was unused for over three years and billed by the Comptroller by law.

Encumbrance cancellations show adjustments in easement purchases due to reductio
in acreage after a title search has been conducted, prior to settlement. It cou
also include situations where landowners subsequently reject offers, months after th
had initially accepted thenm.

To the unencumbered fund balance of over $18 million, $5 million in Program Op
Space funds were added, yielding a FY '89 Certified Agricultural Land Preservati
Fund balance of over $23 million, County matching funds provided an addition
commitment of $1.8 million. :

FY '89 EASEMENT PARTICIPATION - Page 16

Easement acreage under contract status in FY '89 was determined when offers
purchase easements were accepted by 69 of 111 applicants to permanently protect 9,9
acres., The FY '89 easement acquisition provided a 14% increase to last year's tot.
of 69,506 acres for a total, to date, of 534 easement properties - permanent
protecting 79,482 acres. This amount is significantly more than any other program -
its kind in the United States.

Comparing individual county progress, Carroll County still leads the State and t
nation with 16,522 acres, permanently preserved, which is 20.8% of the State tota
down from 21.2% in FY '88. The largest amount of acreage acquired in FY '89 came fr
Queen Anne's County and totaled 2,439 acres, a 70% county increase over last year
tally, for a new total of 5,939'acres. This represents 7.5% of the State total, 1
from 5% in FY '88. Cecil County added 344.43 acres, which more than doubled its FY '
total, showing a county growth rate of 114%.  Dorchester County added 485 acres to t
program in FY '89 consisting of three easement properties, which now represents 0.
of the State total. These are the first easements to be purchased in Dorchest:
County since the program began in 1977. Significant activity also occurred
Baltimore, Caroline, Carroll, and Kent Counties.
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REGIONAL ANALYSIS:
PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL EASEMENT ACREAGE

REGION

FY 86

FY '87

FY 88

FY '89

WESTERN:
Garrett
Allegany
Washington
Frederick

CENTRAL:
Carroll
Baltimore
Harford
Montgomery
Howard

SOUTHERN:

Anne Arundel

St. Mary's
Calvert
Charles

15.6%
7,543 acres

54.7%
26,472 acres

12.2%

5,919 acres

Prince George's.

UPPER SHORE:

Queen Anne's

Talbot
Cecil
Kent
Caroline

LOWER SHORE:
Dorchester
Wicomico
Worcester
Somerset

TOTAL ACREAGE

16.8%

8,140 acres

0.5%
267 acres

48,341 acres

15.9%
9,534 acres

48.2%
28,957 acres

11.2%
6,767 acres

23.4%
14,049 acres

1.3%

763 acres

60,070 acres

15.2%
10,648 acres

4y _9%
31,37M acres

10.2%
7,100 acres

28.2%
19,664 acres

1.5%
1,072 acres

69,858 acres

13.8%
10,987 acres

. h2.8%
34,052 acres

9.2%
7,293 acres

32.0%

25,430 acres

2.2%
" 1,720 acres

79,482 acres




With an addition of 5,766 easement acres, the Upper Shore Region increased it
holdings by 3.8% in the FY '89 Easement Acquisition Program for a total of 32%. Th
Central Region added 2,678 acres, which declined the growth rate from 44.9% of th
State total easement acreage in FY '88, to 42.8% in FY '89, The Upper and Lowe
Shore Regions have increased their percentages significantly, while the percentage
for the Western, Central and Southern Regions show a decline. This shows tha
during FY '89, the majority (nearly 50%) of the acquired easement acreage was frc
the Upper and Lower Shore. '

FY '89 EASEMENT ACQUISITION PROGRAM - PAGE 17

This table analyzes average values per county and for the State that had
bearing on the FY '89 accepted offers, that will allow 9,987 acres to be placs
under easement. Average values are useful to a point, but caution should be used i
the context in which they might be applied. These values are strictly an average ¢
asking prices and cite specific appraised values of property within each county f«

FY '89 only, pertaining .exclusively to those properties on which easement offer

were accepted. They should not be regarded as representative values of all farmlar
in a county.

The competitive bidding factor in the program allows the offer amount to eque
the landowner's asking price or the appraised easement value, whichever is lowe!
The only other allowable value is an ninsufficient funds offer", which is less th:
either the asking price or the appraised value. This offer would be based on ¢t
total amount of the remaining funds on hand to be used for easement acquisitio
Such an offer may be turned down without penalty, but some are accepted becaus
there is no guarantee of a subsequent full offer.

The average acquisition cost is usually less than the average asking price ai
the average appraised easement value, Dbecause each of its components is select
from the lower of the other two values. The FY '89 average acquisition cost -
$1,189 per acre is considerably higher than last year's average acquisition cost «
$792 per acre. The acquisition cost in FY 188 and FY '87 has continued to increa
since FY '86 due primarily to the substantial influence of generally lower proper
values from the Upper Shore Region, providing more than half of the accepted offe
and offsetting the higher values of the Central Region and some of the Southe
Region which had established the norm in previous years.  Average costs in the Upp
Shore Region increased in FY '89.

e

After all the offers were made, 69 applicants accepted their offers at a tot
cost of $11,873,849 of which $11,333,789, or 95%, was State funds and $540,060,
5%, was county matching funds. The discount value (i.e. the savings derived by
offer which was less than the appraised easement value) totalled $1,415,393. Usi
the $1,189 average acquisition cost per acre, an additional 1,190.%1 acres we€
acquired in the FY '89 program due exclusively to the competitive bidding compone
of the program. This component, more than any other, allows the Maryland Progral
be one of the most cost effective programs in the country.

10




3 Landowners who disagree with the values established by the State appraisal may
J file for arbitration with the local property tax assessment appeals board. In
FY '89, there were U property owners of 5 properties that arbitrated their values.
Over the history of the program, there have been 29 arbitration cases, representing
3% of the 944 easement applicants who could have requested arbitration. To date, 18
have been found in favor of the landowner, 11 found in favor of the State.

EASEMENT ACQUISITION PROGRAM - HISTORIC PERSPECTIVE - Page 18

The Historic Perspective Table shows easement acquisition by year, with the
final annual figures reflecting adjustments from deeds and late rejections after an
initial acceptance of an easement offer. The total dollar figures and average per
acre figures by year for asking price, falr market, agricultural and easement values
are based on appraisal acreage and do not reflect adjustments for acreage as
settled. The total acquisition cost and per acre averages reflect final dollar
figures. The historic total of acreage reductions resulting from lot exclusions
were made at the bottom of the acreage column., An adjustment to reflect the total
payback amount for lot exclusions, to date, is shown at the bottom of the
acquisition cost column. ’

Over the last ten funded years, 534 of a potential 9U44 easement applicants, or
57%, have accepted offers permanently protecting 79,482 acres, Historically, the
average farm size was 149 acres, with annual averages ranging from 135 to 172 acres.
, The average asking price was $997 per acre, with a range in the annual averages from
) a low of $88Y4 per acre, to a high of $1,432 per acre this year. The historic average
of appraised fair market value was $2,362 per acre, ranging from $2,118 to $2,764
per acre. The historic average of appraised agricultural value was $1,389 per acre,
with a range of annual averages of $1,262 to $1,550 per acre. The historic average
of appraised easement value was $973 per acre, ranging from $837 to $1,328 per acre.

The acquisition cost, that which is actually paid, is the asking price or the
-appraised easement value, whichever 1is the lower of the two. Landowners may
discount their asking prices as.a form of a competitive bid to improve their ranking
and better insure that they will receive an offer. The new historic average
acquisition cost was $853 per acre, with annual averages ranging from $753 - $1,189
per acre.

The discount value over the history of the program totals $9,087,172 in savings
which resulted from making offers at a discounted asking price, rather than the
appraised easement value. Using the historic average acquisition cost of $853 per
acre, an additional 10,653 acres were acquired by virtue of the competitive bidding
mechanism. This mechanism is the single most cost effective component in the

program. : <.

11




PRESERVATION VERSUS CONVERSION - Page 19

The graph and tables contained in this report show a comparison between the
amount of Maryland farmland that has been preserved versus farmland converted to
other land uses from 1982 through 1989, and shows .the corresponding amount of
easement acreage acquired for each of those years.

In spite of being the most successful program in the country, Maryland's
efforts have not been keeping pace with conversion, such that lost farmland far
exceeds the amount of saved farmland. If one were to have made a guess in 1988, it
would have appeared as though the amount of convertgd farmland would have gone off
the chart for FY '89. Instead, it has decreased from 44,269 acres lost in FY '88,
to 39,801 acres in FY '89. This decline is a direct result of the trends in the
real estate market, and allows the Foundation to catch up on preserving more
farmland, while reducing the distance between converted and preserved land as shown
on the graph. To date, preservation has supplanted only 37% of the farmland lost
during the past eight years, down from 40% last year, and 48% in FY '87. '

To form a projection to the year 2000, the State has been losing an average of
24,266 acres per year and saving 8,975 acres per year based on performance of the
past 8 years. At this pace, over the next 11 years, an estimated additional 266,926
acres could be lost and 98,725 more acres could be preserved leaving a net loss of

168,201 acres.

Although the Foundation is pfoud of the progress that has been made in its
brief history, clearly a more substantial and sustained effort is required to simply
keep pace with the farmland that will be lost. :
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MARYLAND AGRICULTURAL LAND PRESERVATION FOUNDATION

FY 1989 CERTIFICATION REPORT

FY'88 Certification

FY'88 Easement Encumbrances
and Expenditures

FY'88 Fund Balance
FY'88 Net Revenue
FY'88 Unexpended

Three-Year-01ld County
Agricultural Transfer Tax

FY'85 Encumbrance Cancellation
FY'86 Encumbrance Cancellation

FY'87 Encumbrance Cancellation

Unencumbered Fund Balance 6-30-88
FY'89 Program Open Space

FY'89 Certified MALPF Fund Balance

$12,956,184.51

(7,079,235.84)

141,399.42
115,217.10

1,382,028.43
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$ 5,876,948.70
10,033,650.76

522,893.07

1,638,644.95

18,072, 137.48

5,000,000.00"

$23,072,137.48
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MARYLAND AGRICULTURAL LAND PRESERVATION FOUNDATION

PRESERVATION VERSUS CONVERSION
FARMLAND IS LOSING GROUND TO DEVELOPMENT

ACRES
LOST

ACRES
SAVED

MMLMOMIMDOIMNN

1982 | 1983 | 1984 | 1985 | 1986 | 1987 | 1988 | 1988 | TOTAL

}S,SS[XEE;ED -9,142 | -11,036 | -14,663 | -17,859 | -24,831 | -32,524 | -44,269 | -39,801 | -194,125

PRESERVED

FARMLAND +6,899 +8,630 | +5,783 | +8,158 | +10,991 | +11,109 | +10,691 | +9,992 | +72,153

| DIFFERENCE] 3 243 -2,506 | -8,880 | -9,701 | -13,840 | -21,415 | -33,578 | -29,809 | -121,972
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MARYLAND AGRICULTURAL LAND PRESERVATION FOUNDATION

HONORABLE WAYNE A. CAWLEY, JR.

BOARD OF TRUSTEES

Secretary, MD Dept. of Agriculture

50 Harry S. Truman Parkway
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

HONORABLE LUCILLE MAURER
State Treasurer

Room 109, Treasury Building
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

MR. WILLIAM I. GUY
Chairman

Levin Dashiell Road
Salisbury, Maryland 21801

MR. LEONARD E. LOWRY

Vice Chairman

Route 4, Box 331
Hagerstown, Maryland 21740

HONORABLE CONSTANCE LIEDER
Secretary, MD. Dept. St. Planning
301 West Preston Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

'MR. DANIEL C. SHORTALL

Route 1, Box 62
Queen Anne, Maryland 21657

MR. W. MAX BUCKEL
1922 Saratoga Drive
Adelphi, Maryland 20783

MR. DONALD R. STIRN
1051 Route 32
Sykesville, Maryland 21784

MR. WILLIAM F. DIXON

Route 1, Box 305
Mechanicsville, Maryland 20659

MR. THEODORE MAULKUS

Route 1, Box 1136
Cambridge, Maryland 21613

MR. GEORGE C. FRY

5224 Augustine Herman Highway
Route 33

Cecilton, Maryland 21913

Appointed
Reappointed

Filled unexpired term
Appointed
Reappointed

Filled unexpired term
Appointed
Appointed

Filled unexpired term
Appointed
Appointed
Appointed

Filled unexpired term
Appointed

Appointed

20

TERM TERM EXPIRES
1-31-79 Ex-officio
1-31-87 Ex~-officio
7-01-81 6-30-85
7-01-85 6-30-89
7-01-83 .
7-01-84 6-30-88
7-01-88 6-30-92
2-27-84 6-30-87
7-01-87 6-30-91
7-01-88 6-30-92
1-01-86 6-30-87
7-01-87 6-30-91
7-01-85 6-30-89
7-01-85 6-30-89
3-14-88 6-30-88
7-01-88 6~30-92
7-01-88 6-30-92
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ALLEGANY COUNTY

Mr. Kent Fuller
103 Robertson Lane
Cumberland, MD 21502

ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY

Mr. Oscar F. Grimes, Jr.
3011 Patuxent Road
Davidsonville, MD 21035

BALTIMORE COUNTY

Mr., Wayne C. McGinnis
19524 Graystone Road
White Hall, MD 21161

CALVERT COUNTY

Mr. Edward Allen
Route 1, Box 197
Prince Frederick, MD 20678

CAROLINE COUNTY

Mr. Gary L. Schoonover
Rural Delivery 1, Box 314
Gréensboro, MD 21639

CARROLL COUNTY

Mr. Ralph Robertson, Jr.
1420 01ld New Windsor
Westminster, MD 21157

CECIL COUNTY

Mr. Robert L. Knutsen
130 Knutsen Lane
Rising Sun, MD 21911

CHARLES COUNTY

Mr. Wade B. Hampton
Route 1, Box 106-A
Nanjemoy, MD 20662

AGRICULTURAL LAND PRESERVATION

ADVISORY BOARD CHAIRMEN

DORCHESTER COUNTY

Mr, Steele Phillips
Star Route
Vienna, MD 21869

FREDERICK COUNTY

Mr. Harold L. Lenhart
11223 01d Frederick Road
Thurmont, MD 21178

GARRETT COUNTY

Mr. George Bishoff
Star Route, Box 77
Friendsville, MD 21531

HARFORD COUNTY

Mr. Darrel Comer
5101 Jolly Acres Road
Whitehall, MD 21161

HOWARD COUNTY

Mr. James R. Moxley, III
13155 Route 144
West Friendship, MD 21794

KENT COUNTY

Mr. Richard Tarbutton, Sr.
Route 1

Kennedyville, MD 21645

MONTGOMERY COUNTY

Mr. Edward P. Thompson, Jr.
Post Office Box 72
Barnesville, MD 20838

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY

Mr. Roland Darcey
2506 Ritchie-Marlboro Road
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772
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QUEEN ANNE'S COUNTY

Mr. Allen Cohey
Route 1, Box 633
Chestertown, MD 21620

ST. MARY'S COUNTY

Mr. James R. Owens
Hermanville
Lexington Park, MD 20653

SOMERSET COUNTY

Mr. John Murray
Route 1 :
Princess Anne, MD 21853

TALBOT COUNTY

Mr. Allen Baynard
Route 1, Box 274
Trappe, MD 21673

WASHINGTON COUNTY

Mr. David Herbst
Route 3
Smithsburg, MD 21783

WICOMICO COUNTY

- Mr. Richard L, Farlow

Tingle Road
Pittsville, MD 21850

WORCESTER COUNTY

Mr. Gerald Redden
Sandy Ridge Farm
Girdletree, MD 21829




‘ MARYLAND AGRICULTURAL LAND PRESERVATION'FOUNDATION
|

Maryland Department of Agriculture
ki 50 Harry s, Truman Parkway
{ Annapolis, Maryland 21401

FOUNDATION STAFF: Paul w. Scheidt, Executive Director

. Lynn Carroll, Administrative Specialist T
; : Sandra Beilman, Office Clerk II
~ Pebbles LaBeau, Secretary

Gerald Talbert, Former Director and Advisor

Maryland 4
on and hard work

ion of the program

i A& special thanks goes to the staff or the
i Preservation Foundation for their dedicati
|

this report and the Successful administrat

Si rely,

Paul W. Scheidt
Executive Director
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gricultural Land

towards the completion of




el :

Rt

L . G A g ) ey ¥

3 & ] i . STl 5 : i A ] SRe R i :
A AT AL ; s 5 2 5 EA TAr s X T
S Vi it : : L : i g% - O

it
St
A,

B
et
FINE o)

Vs

z A, ¥a
SR A o
T2,

SN
St

5

PR
Ry
N

ek

R
et

% A

frs

SEh
R

oy




